








Roger, thank you for the clarification. Based on our understanding of that 
clarification, the APE  FTA will propose for the Program level Tier 1 
Analysis is reasonable. 
 
Hans Kreutzberg 
CASHPO 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: RMASON@ChambersGroupInc.com 
[mailto:RMASON@ChambersGroupInc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 07, 2003 10:39 AM 
To: hkreu@ohp.parks.ca.gov 
Cc: mduffey@tdc-sf.com; DLeavitt@hsr.ca.gov; David.Valenstein@fra.dot.gov 
Subject: RE: California High Speed Rail project: APE 
 
Hans: 
 
None of the items you list have been identified yet. Locations for these 
will be identified as part of the construction design program for the 
alternatives selected for more detailed analysis in the next phase of the 
project. Thus, these items are not considered in the Program-level Tier 1 
analysis, but we will have this information for the next Tier 2 Detailed 
EIR/EIS. The APE will be modified to include these items prior to initiating 
the Tier 2 analysis. 
 
Any traditional cultural properties identified by the Native American 
Heritage Commission or Native Americans contacted about the project will be 
considered, whether or not they are in the APE used for the records searches 
at the Information Centers. 
 
 Roger Mason, Ph.D., RPA 
 Director of Cultural Resources 
 Chambers Group, Inc. 
 17671 Cowan Ave., Suite 100 
 Irvine, CA 92614 
 
 (949) 261-5414 
 (949) 261-8950 (FAX) 
 
 rmason@chambersgroupinc.com 
 
> -----Original Message----- 
> From: Hans Kreutzberg [SMTP:hkreu@ohp.parks.ca.gov] 
> Sent: Monday, January 06, 2003 4:13 PM 
> To: RMASON@ChambersGroupInc.com; hkreu@ohp.parks.ca.gov 
> Cc: mduffey@tdc-sf.com; DLeavitt@hsr.ca.gov; 



> David.Valenstein@fra.dot.gov 
> Subject: RE: California High Speed Rail project: APE 
> 
> Roger, with the clear understanding that the APE delineation you have 
> proposed does not apply to the built environment, herewith CASHPO comments 
> on that delineation: 
> 
> By and large, the delineation appears reasonable.  However, it isn't clear 
> whether the delineation reflects the sorts of items listed below.  If it 
> doesn't, and any of these items are likely to be an aspect of the 
> undertaking, the we strongly suggest that the APE delineation be suitably 
> modified.  Bear in mind that an undertaking can have more than one APE and 
> that one can consider other APEs to be, as it were, satellites.  This 
> concept could be applied to some of the items that follow. 
> 
> * Are all construction easements included?  Does that include slope and 
> drainage easements? 
> * Will there be any storm water detention basins? 
> * Will there be any off-site biological mitigation sites where ground 
> disturbance could occur? 
> * What about borrow and disposal sites? 
> * What about utility relocation outside the current APE boundary proposal? 
> * What about access roads? 
> * What about equipment storage areas? 
> * Any prospect for conservation or scenic easements? 
> 
> In addition, how would APE delineation consider prospectively historic 
> properties, particularly in non-urban areas, that could be classified as 
> Traditional Cultural Properties  important to Native Americans or to other 
> groups?  For example, rock art, high places, etc., where an effect that 
> might otherwise be either non-existent or indirect, could turn out to be 
> direct? 
> 
> Looking forward to hearing from you. 
> 
> Hans Kreutzberg, Supervisor 
> Cultural Resources Program 
> State Office of Historic Preservation 
> 
> 
> 
> -----Original Message----- 
> From: RMASON@ChambersGroupInc.com 
[mailto:RMASON@ChambersGroupInc.com] 
> Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2002 3:23 PM 
> To: hkreu@ohp.parks.ca.gov 



> Cc: mduffey@tdc-sf.com; DLeavitt@hsr.ca.gov; 
> David.Valenstein@fra.dot.gov 
> Subject: California High Speed Rail project: APE 
> 
> Hans Kreutzberg: 
> 
> As discussed with you on the phone this morning, we are proposing the 
> following APE boundaries for the archaeological records searches that will 
> be used to rank the sensitivity of the various rail alternative routes and 
> the modal highway and airport alternatives: 
> 
> We propose that the APE for this undertaking be defined as 500 feet on 
> each 
> side of the centerline of proposed rail routes in non-urban areas and 100 
> feet from the centerline in urban areas. Where railroad station 
> construction 
> is planned, the APE will be 500 feet around the existing or proposed 
> station 
> property. We propose that the APE for freeway routes and around airports 
> be 
> defined as 100 feet beyond the existing freeway right-of-way and 100 feet 
> beyond the existing airport property boundary. The reason for using 100 
> feet 
> for urban rail corridors, freeways, and airports is that very little 
> additional right-of-way would be affected in these areas. The 500 feet on 
> each side of the railroad center line in non-urban areas will provide 
> information on wider corridors where additional right-of-way could be 
> affected in these rural areas. 
> 
> We will not be collecting information from the Historic Property Data File 
> and other sources that provide addresses of individual historic structures 
> at this stage. The potential relative magnitude of effects on historic 
> structures will be evaluated based on the percentage of each alternative 
> route that developed in various time periods (before 1900, 1900 to 1929, 
> and 
> 1930 to 1958). 
> 
> Please let me know what you think about the proposed APE boundaries. 
> 
> Roger Mason, Ph.D., RPA 
> Director of Cultural Resources 
> Chambers Group, Inc. 
> 17671 Cowan Ave., Suite 100 
> Irvine, CA 92614 
> 
> (949) 261-5414 



> (949) 261-8950 (FAX) 
> 
> rmason@chambersgroupinc.com 




